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AbStract

.
Male and female subjects, divided according to levels of achievement

. . ,
. ,

motivation, were asked to do an anagram task at which they were made
to succeed or fail. Ratings of ability, efforte task difficulty, and luck,
as possible causes 4clr success or failure, indicated that-those with high

/ --
achievement motivation of both sexes made relatively higher ratings for

ability and lower ratings fbr task difficulty. Females tended to employ
higher ratings for luck, and females with high achievement motivation

made maximal use of effort as a causal factor. .Theoretical implica-

tions and potential applications of these data are discussed.
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ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION AND GENDER AS DETERMINANTS
OF ATTRIBUTIONS FOR SUCCESS ANb FAILURE

Daniel Bar- Tal and Irene Hanson Frieze

University of Pittsburgh

Recent work concerned with perceptions of the causes of success

and failure has demonstrated the utility of this attributional approach for
understanding individnal differences in achievement- oriented behavior.

People do differ in their causal attributions for' success and failure, and
the attributions made in a particular achievement situatiqn have beeh

,shown to effect both expectancies for ,the future and affect (Kukla, 1972a;

McMahan, 1973, Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, & Rosenbaum,
1971; Weiner, Hecldiausen, Meyer, & Coo12, 1972). Potentially, there

are a number of factors which might be c ites as causes of an achievement

, outootrie. A person might, for example, experience a particular success
as cause& by high ability, trying hard, good luck, the ease of the task,

and/Or ti help of other people. Conversely, attributions for failure

might be 1,1)w ability, not trying sufficiently hard, bad luck, ISeing in a

bad mood, the difficulty of the task, and/or the interference of other

people (see Frieze, in press-a; Weiner, 1974). Studies have suggested
that it is the differential utilization of these causal factOrs in interpreting

one's own outcomes -which explains behavioral differences in people

labeled as having high as compared ,to low achievement motivation (Kukla,

)972a, Weiner et al., 1971) and in males as compared to females (Frieze,

Fishe'r, McHugh, & Valle, Note I; MoMahan, Note 2). The following

study analyzes attributional patterns and behavior in an achievement

--,..sa.tuazimas a simultaneous function of both levels of achievement moti-

yation and gender.
x
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The causal factors used to explain sucpess and failure were,claSti-
fled by Weiner et al. (1971) into two dimensions. Some causes originate'

-within the person_and are therefore internal causes. These would-include

ability and effort. Other causes such as task 'difficulty andluck originate

outside the person and ate therefore external causes. Studies have,demon-
stratedthat more pride (self-satisfaction) for success and more shame
(self-dit'ssatisfaction) fol- failure is experienced for events attributed

internal as compared to external causes (RoseuLtg; 1:02; Weiner et al. -,

19721. A second dimension along which these c'afusal element's can be

claisified is their relative stability ovif time. =Abjlity and task difficulty

do not vary (and are therefore stable) if the same task is rea'ttempted,
-

while effort and luck are highly changeable (unstable). The stability of

the causal faCtor to which an outcome is attributed directly affects expec-

tations for future outcomes. When stable attributions are made, orre

expects current success levels to continue. Unstable causes produce

expectations for changing outcomes (Weiner, 1974; Weiner' et al., 1972).

, These two dimensions tar classifying causal attributions have been
found to to useful for understanding implications of differential causal
attributions made by high as compared to low achievementnb kivated peo-

ple and by males as compared to females. Kukla (19,2a) demonstrated

that high_ achievement motivated men (HM) tend to attribute their successes

to both high ability and. effort, while they perceive their failures as dr to

lack of'e.ffort. The attribution of failure to lack of effort would lead to

greater subsequent trying and thus readily explains the motivating effects

of failure for high achievement motivated males (Weiner, 1972). Also,

high achievement motivation Ls generally associated with higher estimates
,

of. personal ability (Kukla, 1972a). Low achievement motivated male suh-

jects (LM) are less likely to see their successes att due to internal causes
but see failures as caused by their low ability (Weiner & Kukla, 1970;

Weiner & Potepan, ,1970).. These patterns ,suggest that males with high

2
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achiev.errie4t motivation feelmore pride in their succaits,,and are moti-
vated to work harder when they fail, while those with low achievement

motivation feel less pridein suc,cess alid tend not to persis.t in failure
situations. Thepe derivations.sipport the general findings.:in the achieve- .

ment rpotivationliterature for males Weiner, 1972).

. (.1..'-\ t

o
,Although thp data are somewhat ambiguoiis for .sex differences, a

number of studies have relported some differences in the categories of,.

causes used by females as compared to maIeS" in explaining their, successes

and failure. Women appear to have attrbutional patterns which'give them
-less pride and more §,hame and produce low expectations, foe success (see

Frieze, in press-b, Frieze et al. , Note '1). Several studies have shown

. 1 women to rehr more than men upon luck as a, causal explanation for both

succes and failures (e.g., Feather, 41969; Simon & Feather, 1973). These

findings refer to.achievement within areas such as..,aca4ernic achievement 4

and _imply that at i'east for these types of achievement, women, because of

their high use of external luck s a. causal explanation, take less responsi-
bility for and feel less pride In their successes and less shame about their.
failures.

The tendency. ..of women to attribute academic achievement outcomes

to external factors more than men do is further ,seen in studies which con-

sider ditVbutions for success and failure separately. McMahan (Note 2)" 7

,and Frieze (1973) found a trend for women to be less likely than men io*

attribute successful events. to their own abilities. Thie is consistent with
4

) their greater use of luck,as a causal 'explanation (Feather, 1961), This ten-

dency also corieslionds with the generally lower, expectancies and estimates 7
of their abilities...reported by females of all ages (see Frieze, in press-4477.4'''
Women who atftutg their successes more to luck and less tq their abili-

ties would feel lea pride ti1.their successes and would have lower expec-
. oe

tancies for continued successes since luck is not oz y external but unstable:
If this pattern is a common one for wornen, it wodld not be difficult to

.

, ;
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uncierstand,why more women; -do not attempt to excel in achievernerit situa,-

tionsti
. 0

success brings Eew cogOtive rev'ards for the woman with this attri-

butional pattern. Considering the generally lo'w expectancies of women

(Frieze, in press -b. Frieze et al., Note 1), it is plausible to predict that
'womemwould also be likely to attribute failures to lack of ability. This

hypothes0 has been supported by a few studies (although there are k

guities in the data see Frieze et al., Note 1). McMahan (Note 2) noted

that:women were more 'likely than men to 4ttribute failures to lack of

ability, while Nichofs (197,5) found a similar pattern for girls. Thus, the

'data suggest,that at least some *omen notonly devalue their abilities, but
alto attribute their failu'reS to lack of ability or to some other internal bac.

, /

for such as lack of effOrt. Since ability is a stable characteristic, thisr
attributional,pattern would indicate that these women wouldb mot` aJted
to reattempttaks at which,they had experienced failure because of lo

ectanties. Attributiohs to either ldw ability or laCk of effort should,

o imply high levels of shame as a result of failure. These reactions

to failure may be yet another factor contributing to the lower achieveifients
.

arid expectancies of women.

One explanatiOn for some of the contradictory data relating to sex

differences in ahributional patterns may be that males andfemates are
typically cons!dtred .'s two internally homogeneous groups (see Frie ze et

al. ,'"Note 1). Data on ii,ighoand low achievement motivated` males indicate
/a

.
that Lhere are wide/variations M the attributions made, by diffearent men and

that achievement potivation is an driportant variable in understanding these
a 0,

difrenCes. ',It
/
May be that high achievement motivated women (1.5F) also

have a sornswhatifferzni pattern from the usual pattern associated with

women. High ,achiev,ernent women,a4.e c4;ly differenrinmanyather ;ways
.1 - -, '1''' ' 0

' /

.

frOm more traditional woman, Alive achievement itself Is .not considered'

'fern' inine.; given the stereotyNs of femininity held'by mo pe,dple in our'

society (Broverman. Vugel, Braverman, Clarkson. iKosenkrantz,, 1.972).:,
''' Y . / 6-

/.

4
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Observations of professinol women indicate that they work very hard andk -

are highly motivated to succeed. In fact, some writers (Bird, 1968;E, Ep-

stein, 1971) suggest that:those women feel that they must be better than

the men they compete with in their, professional work in order to experi-

ence any career success. The pattern of Lard work as a 1?,asi.;-for achieve-

ment in professional women uggests thit such .wOrrien would perceive their
0

successes and failures to be dependent upon effort rather than upon luck or

other causal factors. However, the eata indicating that nearly all women

. have lower estimates of their own abilities than men would alsb lead to the
,s hypothesis.that even high achievement motivated women la'ck the positive

belief in their own abilities which characterizes the high achievement moti-

vated man.
.

'The following study was undertakeh.to explore the attributional pat-

terns of high and low achievement motivated women and to compare these

patterns with those of Ten. It was hypothesized that both HM and HF would?

tend to employ effort attributions but that the highly motivated males would

have higher estimates of their ability than the highly motivated femald4s and

wouldattribute success more to stable factors. No hypotheses were made
about LM and zr except that thec'se groups were expected to use more sta-

ble.attributinsfor failure than the HM and HF.

Method

Subiects

- The subjects were 125 studs recruited from introductory psy-X
i. -Ohology and geology classes as volunteers. Five subjects misread the

instructions and were elininated from the analysis. This resulted in 6D

.male and 60 female subjects who were run in groups of 4 to 8 by two male

"'experimenters.

5



Procedure

Subjects were first given the Revird Condensed,Achievement
Scale (Mehrabian, 1969; see Appendix A). This scale consists of 26 items
(with a male and female version) and requires the 'subject to agree or dis-
agree to a series of statements, with 'alternative responses ranging from
+3 (strong agreement) too -3 (strong disagreement). After completion of
this scale, subjects were given a set of 25 anagram's (groups of letters
which had to be rearranged to form a meaningful English word) with 30
seconds to solve each one. The difficulty level of the anagrams was ex-
perimentally manipulated so that half the subjects received\ery easy ana-

'grams which they'were able to successfully solve, while the othey half of
the subjects received very difficult anagrams which created a failure con-

- dition theM (see Appendix B). The overall success or failure manipu-
lation was strengthened by having sublec.ts state on the*p^osttest whether
they had succeeded or failed on the anagram task.

After finishing the anagram task, subjects were given "a"post,-

experimental questionnaire (see Appendix C) which asked their attribu-
tiOn-s on 7-point Likert-type scales anchored at both extremes and at the
in'idpoint: (a) Ability--'41-low much ability do you think you have at this Jp-rt of task?" (1 = none, 7 = very much); lb) Effort--"How hard did you
try to succeed at this taskl" (1 = none; 7 = very hard); (c) Task --"How
hard did-You thirk this task was'," (1 = very hard, 7 = not at (d).

"Try to evaluate how lucky you were in your solving'," (1 =not at all, 7 =
very lutIty). In addition, subjects were asked to evaluate their performance
at the taslt, pp express their satisfaction with their performance, and

/to.*: evaluate,Their expectancies for futuie performance at this type of talk.
, Answers to the latter questions were also given on 7-point scales.

.6
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Results'

SUbjects-were divided at the median into high and low achievement

motivated groups separately within each condition.'

Overall Analysis of the Attributions, /
First, the four causal attributions (ability, effort, task, and luck)

were analyzed by a 2x 2x 2x 2 x 2 /nalysis of variance with/three bet we-eh-

and two within-subject faCtors. The between-subject factors wereOutcome,

Gender, and Achievement Motivation, while the within - subject factors were

Internality and Stability. 2 Results of this analysis are presented in Table 1.
The results of the analysis yielded a number of main effects and interaction

effects. uIn general, attributio/ns in the success condition (X = 4.73) were

higher t an in the failure nbndition (I= 3.2b; F -,-.154. 38, p < .01), and

high chievement motivated subjects (y =..4. 16) made higher attributions

than low achievement motivated subjects (X = 3.83; F = 7.73, p < . 01).

These high attributions indicated that the subjects in the success condition

and the high achievement subjects tended to make overall higher attributions

to high ability, high effort, ease of task, and luck.

1The division of the subjects at the median into high and low achieve-
Ment across all the conditions was almost identical to the division done with-
in each condition.

2 The Internality and Stability factor s were based on Weiner et al.
(1971) theorizing. Thus, for the Internality factor, ability and tfort were
considered as an internal level, while task and luck were consid red as an
external one. For the Stability factor, ability and task were considered as
a stable level, while effort and,luck were considered as an unstable level.

7



Table 1.

Summary of Overall Angly'sisiof NOriance

of the Four Causes

Source df

Between Subjects

'
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

112

, 259.60
1.75.

13.00
.00

1 1.10
.25

317
1.68

"Outcome (A)
Gender (B)
Achievement (C)
AXB
AXC
BXC
AXBX9

Error

Within subjects
t

Internality (D) 1 262.55
AXD 1 5.85
BXD 1 3.50
CXD 1 - 5.42
AXBXD 1 .75
AXCXD 1 ' 10
BXCXD 1 '' 3 85
AXBXCXD - 1 775

Error 112 r 1 43
F

Stability (E)4 . 1 32.55
AXE 1 55.35
BXE,

.
C1)6XE

1

1

1.30
30.50

A" 1 92
AXCXE
BXCXE

1

1
- .7.5

00
AXBX0XE 1 .60

Error 112 1 56

DXE i 1 69.
AXDXE 1 , .35
BXDXE , 1 3.50
CXDXE 1 2.27
AXBXDXE 1 3.17
AXCXUXE 1 10
BXCXDXE

'''
1 9.92

AXBXCXDXE 1 1.10
Error 112 1.52

'4,< .05
p< .01

nr

0

8

.2

F

154.38.!
1 04
7.73*

.ai

.66

.15
1., 188

10 25**
4 08*
2.44
3.78

52
, .07

2.69
5.41

20 88".
35.37* '

.83
19.49"

.59

.48.
GO

.38

45.95"
'2.3

s 2.31 -

1.49
2.09

_ .07
6.52

.73

it



An Interaction effect between Outcome and Internality (P= 4.11,

p . 05) indicated that while in the.success condition subjects made some-

what higher attributions to internal than external causes (7 = 5.36 and I =

4.10, re.spectively), in the failure condition the differences were greater
(7= 4.1.1. to internal causes and I = 2.41 to external causes). An inter-
action effect between Outcome and Stability (F = 35.37, p < . 01) showed. -

that while in the successTiFondition subjects rridehigher attributions to
stable (X = ..81) than unstable ( = 4.65) causes, in the failure condition
subjects made lower attributions to stable causes ( = 2.66) than unstable
ones (X = 3. 86). The Achieyement x Stability interaction effect (F = 19.49,
p . 01) indicated that while the high achievement subjects made higher

attributions (' -r 4. 15) to stable causes than the low achievement subjects

f 7= 3.321, the latter madehigher attributions to unstable cause§(1= 4.34)
than the forme; made ( 4.17). The Internality x Stability4nterarti-ors----
effect (F 45.98, c <.01) showed that overall subjects made hiller attri-
butions to the internal unstable cause, effort (1 = 5. 37). than to the intern
stable cause, ability ( I= 4. 09). The attributions to the extetnal-Vracle
cause, task. ( 7= 3. 37), were similarly low, a e external unstable
cause, luck ( 7= 3.'13).

In addition, two four-way interactions also appeared to be ssgn}fs-

cant. Outcome x Gender x Aihisywient x Internality (F = 5.41, p < . 05)

1 and Gender x Achievement x Inteitnality x Stability (F = 6.53, p < . 05).

The implications of these. interaction effects will be discussed in the'ne;t.,
section.

N
s

Separate Analyses of the Depenclent Variables

In order to find how each cause was utilized by e subjects and how
they reacted to the outcome, separate anaiyaes.13f-s-allianc were erformed
for each dependent variable. Thus, the four causal attftbkiti ratings g

of theeffort,. task difficulty, and hick) and ratings4Or

'9

13

aluati



}1/4.

?

/
performance, satisfaction, and expectations for future success made by
each subject were treated as seven dependent variables in successive
2 x 2 x,2. analyses- of variance (Outcome x Gender x Achievement Motiva-

tion). Results of these analyses are summarized in Table 2.

The ottteenpulaticirrhati--thr,_&reatest effect upon attributions.
Subjects in the sorePtl condition perceived themselves as having higher

abil*p <---0-1-)T-trtnrhs.r2der (p < . 05), being luckier (F. < .01), and as
believing the task was easier (p < -01) than subjects in the failure condi-
tion. Successsul subjects also evaluated their performance as more suc-
cessful ( F < .01). were more satisfied with their performance (F. < .01),
and had higlier expectancies for fUture success (et < ,01) than subjects who

- -experienced failure.

The individual difference variables of achieveitent ntotivation and
gender had less overall effect upon attributions than the manipulation of

success and failure. In general, high achievement motivated subjects

tended to have significantly higher estimates of their abilities than low

achieverrient motivated subjects ( < . 05) and viewed the task as less &I-
.

ficult 4. 011. There were few sex differences independent of achieve-

ment level, the only-one reaching significance was the tendency for women

to employ higher luck ratings (p < .05).

Therewere several significant interactions. The Gender x Achievq--
ment Interaction (F. < .05) indicated that the HM group had the higher esti-

mates of their abilities (Y= 4.53), while the LM group (7 = 3.63) had the
lowest estimates of all groups. The feiG*ile means were 2,r6rmediate. A

posttest analysis of means indicated that differences between HM and HF
( 7 = 4.53 and X. = 4.13) and between 'LM and LF ( = 3.63 an4 X. = 4.23)
were also significant (F. < . 05) for one-tailed t-tests. The three-way

interaction of Outcome x Gender x Achievement for ability ratings (p < .01).
fshowed that the rating differences were maximized for failure. Means are

shown in Table 3.

10
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An interaction involving task ratings also attained significance

(p < .051. The Gender x Achievement interaction itidicates1 that HF saw.

the task as easiest (.7.= 4.70), while LF rated the task as most difficult

( 2.53)? The male mgans were intermediate = 3.70 foTHM and .7,=i
3.03 for 124). Also, HM rated the task as easier than LM, and HF rated

the task as easier than L.F.

In addition, the.Outcome x li,chievement interaction (p < 4 05) indi-

cated that in the success condition high achievers evaluated their perform-
ance as more successful than low achievers (X = 5.27 versus 7 = 4.73),
but in the failure condition low achievers evaluated their perforrnance as

more successful than high achievers (X = 2.43 versus X = 2.07).

Looking at causal attribution ratings within the four g
v

also demonstrates the varying patterns of ratings within eac
ups, Figuce 1

coup. All

the groups attributed success more to internal causes. HM mated ability
the highest. This iet the only group to rate ability higher than effort in

explaining success. F1F perceived effort, task ease, and ability as rela-
tively important determinants of success, while LM and Li rated effort

followed by ability as strong causal factors. For failure, all grNps rated

an external factor as lowest. Thus, the lack of luck and The difficulty of

the task were most commonly cited as causes of failure. Failure was

primarily attributed to task difficulty by LF and 124, while ills:And HF

made somewhat more use of the unstable factor, luck. HF and HM also
attributed failure to lack of ability.

Discussion

Results from this study support earlier data indicating that there
t

are meaningful individual differences in causal attributions is a function

of gender and achievement motivation. It should Ipointed out that con-
,

sistent with usual statistical practices, the indivi Al differences refer

only to the differences among the four groups bep.4,se each group was

13 ' -+
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treated as being internally homogeneous and the variance within each group

was disregarded. These data further demonstrate that both these variables
need to be considered together and that gender alone does rot account for a

large proportion of the variance. The only main effect for ge er found

.was the previously reported tendency for females to make highe \ratings

for luck (e.g., Feather, 1969).

,- Many of the interaction effects in/diving gender and achieveme

replicated earlier findings and/or confirmed hypotheses of this study.

male with high,arlievement motivation had a very high estimate of his abil

ty, as had beer 4o. 1d in earlier studies (Kukla, 1972a; Weiner & Kukla, 1970;\

Weiner & Potepan; 1.00). He also tended to attribute his successes pri-
marily to ability and effort (replicating Frieze, 1973; Kukla, 1972a), but

he saw failure as the result of'external factors. The previously reported

tendency of the high achievement motivated male to attribute his failure to

lack of effort (Frieze, 1973; Kukla, 1972a) was not replicated in this study;

instead the HM groui reported high effort expenditure after both success

and failure. Although the external attributions of the high male group for

failure are inconsistent with sorri Other research, this attributional pat-

tern would still tend to maximize achievement striving since, increased
-"A

pride would be experienced for sUcci,sx'and decreased shame for failure.
Perhaps the anagrams task allowed sAt4cts an accurate picture of their

.
effort expenditures since subjects were able to perceive when they had

been successful. Since the high achievers: probably did try harder, they

were aware of this and would attribute their ,failures to external factors

rather, than to themselves. Other studies (Kukla, 102a) reporting lack of

effort attributions involved numberguessing tasks where effort exertion

was not as clear since there was no direct feedback.about success or

failure.

This study supported the hypothesis that the high achievement moti;

vate*fernale has asvery strong belief in effort as a causal factor foP both

15
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success and failure. The women from this group showed the only signifi-

cant correlation of outcome with effort ratings (r = .44). Also, as pre-
di&ed, they tended to be somewhat more external for success than the
high males; which is consistent with the general external tendencies for

females reported in other,studies (e.g., Simon & Feather, 1973; Frieze
et al. , Notes). The tendency for more use of effort attributions for high
achieving wcimen was reported in a recent paper by Feldman-Summers and

Kies ler (1974)hVhere people made causal judgments about other people's
successes. theseFeldman-Summers and Kies ler studies, subjects of
both sexes erected males 'to perform at a higher lev,e1 but attributed
greater rnotiv tion to females. .

The mare and female low achievement motivated groups tended to be

similar, although the women - tended to make maximal use of task difficulty

in explaining failure and had somewhat higher ratings o their abilities.
,7 The low achievement motivated males saw ability as the primary determi -,

nant of outcome..
, i .

. ,
Another individual difference which also replicated earlier findings

.1'
was the tendency of thgbigh"achievers to be more, responsive to external

factors as inhibitorsoi. facilitators. 'Thus, the high achieveltent groups
vaAied, task difficulty more frgrn success to failure and, therefore, appeared.
to utilize information about the task in a*more meaningful way. *Kukla

(1972a) also found that males with high achievement motivation utilized

more experimental information.

In light of the evidence that he petcentions.of causes,of success
.. and faillite influence the achieveme t-related behavior (ef. Bar- Tal, 1975),

.
the findings of the present study are irpportant for the underStanding of..

achievement-related behavior of high and low achievement motivated males
..,---

and females. These four,groups differ in their attributions, and it is pos-
.. _

sible to assume thtt th'ef also differ in achievement behavior.
. .

' ..--- . r .
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"The'findings-oi thisitugywhiCb indicated that, in gefferal, high

aclueveingnt individuals a.ttit13u- ted themsedes as having higheC ability' and/, ..
perceived the task 'being easier than low achievement indiViiluals Con-

r
firm Kukla's 972b) de ved from his theory of pe'fformance.

He suggested that "the higher resultant achieving subec 1r acterized
. e. ,

by the general disposition to attriter_elatively high ability to Himself,
_ --

while the low resultant achie,vir had a general tendency to attrilAite rela-

tively little ability to jiimself" (p. 462). According td Kukla's fl Ory, per-

ception,qf one'59wri ability, the task's. perceived difficulty, and e experi-

ence of suszsfe or failure are the mo,4.irnportant determinants Ofj)ne's'
J.

achieviment-related behavior.
% .,

It 's s that at thiir point we need studies Which will relate causal

percep ns of success and failure, as displayed by the fou:r investigated

gr ps, with differential achievement-related behavior. Such studies are

essential in orde,s to advance the attributional theory of achieVemen

r elated behavior .

.4
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Refeientot Note,_

1. Frieze. I., Fisher, T. McHugh, M. C., & Vallei,V. A. Attributing
the causes of success and failure: Internal and external barriers to
achievement in women. Paper presenNd at the conference on New

.Directions Tor Research on Women, Madison, 1975.

2. McMatial." D. Se 4c differences in causal attribution following suc-
cess and failure. .Paper presented at the meeting,./of the Eastern Psy-
chological Association, New York, AprilI1971.
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APPENDIX A ^

Mehrabian's Achievement Motivation Scale for Males

PERSONAL REACTION INVENTORY

The following questionnaire of personal attitudes consists of a number
of items worded as: "I'd rather do (A) than (B)," such as, "I'd rather go
swimming than go bowling." You are to indicate the extent of your agree-
ment with each item using the scale below. Please note that if you give
strong agreement to the statement, "I'd rather do (A) than (B)," this indi-
cates that you prefer (A) much more than (B). If you give strong disagree-.
ment to that same statement, this indicates that you prefer (B) much more
than (A).

Indicate, for each item, the extent of your agreement or disagree-
ment with that item by- circling the appropriate numeral (+3 to -3) in the
space provided by.each item.

+3 = strong agreement -
+2 = moderate agreement
+1 = slight agreement
0 = neither agreement nor disagreement

-I = slight disagreement
-2 = mode ate disagreement
13 = strong disagreement

1. I worry more about getting a bad grade than t think about getting a good
grade. (-)

2. I would rather work on a task wliere I, alone am responsible for the final
product than one in which many people contribute to the final product. (+)

3. I more often attempt difficult tasks that I am not sure Gan do than
easier tasks I believe I can-do. (+)

4. I would rather .clo something at which I feel confident and relaxed than
something which is challenging and,difficult. (-)

5. If am not good at something I wpuld rather keep strugglinetdTriaster
it than move on to something I rday be good at. (+)

6. I would rather have a job in which my role is clearly defined by others
and my rewards could be higher than average, than a job in which my
role is to be defineeby me and my rewards are average. ,-)

I
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Aprndix (Coned)

7. I would prefer a well-written informative book to a good movie. (+)

8. I would prefer a job which is important, difficult, and involves ,a SO
percent chance of failure to a job which is somewhat important but
not difficult. (+)

9. Iwo rather learn fun games that most people know than learn un-
us 1 skill games which only a few people would know. (-)

10. is very important for me to do my work as' well as I can even if it
means not getting along well with my co-workers. (+)

11. For me the pain of getting turned down after a job interview is greater
than the pleasure of g.ett1ng hired. (-)

12. If I am going to play cards I would rather play a fun game than a diffi-
/cult thought game. (-)

o

13. I prefer competitive situations m which I have superior, a y to those
in which everyone involved is about equal in ability: (-)

14. rthink mot*.r,of the future than of the present and past. )

15. I am more unhappy about doing something badly than am happy about
doing something well. (-)

16. In my spare time I would rather learn a game to evelop skill than for
recreation. (+)

17. I would rather run my own business and face a 50 ercent chance of
bankruptcy than work for another firm. (+)

18. I would rather take a job in which the starting salary s $10, 000 apd
could stay'that way for, some time than a job in which e starting
salary is $5, 000 and there is a guarantee that within five ears I.
will e earning more than $10, 000. (-)

19. I w Id rather play in a team than compete with just one bther per-
son,. (-)

20. The thing that is most impor {ant for me about learning to play the
guitar is being able to play a musical instrument, rather than learn-
ing it to have a better tine with my friends. (+)

21. I prefer multiple-choice queslions on exams to essay questions. (-)

on a fixed salary. (+)
I would rather work on commission which is somewhat risky with the
possibilityof making more than work

23. I think that Irhate losing more than I love winning. (-)
24. I would rather wait one or two years and have my parents buy me one

gift than have thcm buy me several average gifts over the same period
,.of time. (+).

22
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Appenix A (Coned)

25. If I were able to_return to one of two incompleted tasks, I would rather
return to the difficult than the easy one. CO

26.- I think more about my past accomplishments than about my future
-goals.( )

1.
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Appendix A (Cont'd)

Mehrabian's Achievement Motivation Scale for Females

PERSONAL REACTION INVENT012Y

The following questiOnnaire of pergdna.Iattrtides consistg,ofpa number
of items worded as "I'll rather do (A) than (B), " such as, "I'd rather gi
swimniing than go bowling.' You are to indicate the extent of your agree-
ment with each item using the scale provided below. Please note that if you
give strong agreement to the statement, "I'd rather do (A) than (B), this
indicates that you prefer (A) much more than (S). If you give strong dis-
agreement to that same statement, this indicates that you prefer (B) much
more than (A).

indicate, for each item, the extent of your agreement or disagree-
mejat with that item by placing the appropriate numeral in the space pro-
vided by each item.

+3 = strong agreement
42 = moderate agreement
+1 = slight agreement
0 = neither agreement nor disagreement

-1 = slight disagreement
-2 = moderate 'disagreement
-3 = strong disagreement

1. I think more about getting a good grade than I worry about getting a
bad grade. (+)

2. I more often attempt difficult tasks that I am not sure I can do than
easier tasks I believe I can do. (+)

,3. I would rather do something at which I feel confident and relaxed
than something which is challenging and difficult. (-)

4. If I am not good at something I would rather:Tkeep struggling to mas-
ter it than move on to something I may be good at. (4)

5. I would rather have a job in which my role is clearly defined by
others and my rewards would be_higher than average, than a job- in
which my role is to be de-fined by me and my rewards are average.

6. My strongest feelings are aroused more by fear of failure than by
hope of success. (-)

7. I would prefer a well-written informative book to a good movie. (+)
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Appendix A (Cont'd)

8. I would prefer a job which is important, difficult, and involves a 50
percent chance of failure to a job which is somewhat important but
not difficult. (+)

9. I would rather learn fun games that most people know than learn un-
usual skill games which only a few people would know. (-)

10. It is very important for me to do my work as well as I can even if it
means not getting along well with my co-workers. (+)

11. For me the pain of getting turned down after a job interview is greater
than the pleasure Of getting hired. (2)

12. If I am going to play cards I would rather play a fun game than a more
difficult game. (,)

13. I prefer competitive situations in which I have superior ability to those
in which everyone involved is about equal in ability. (-)

I4. I think more of the future than of the present and past, (+)

15.. I am more unhappy about doing something badly than I am happy about
doing something well. (-)

16. I worry more about whether people will praise my work th do about
whether they will criticize it. (+)

17. If I had to spend the money myself I would rather have an ex4eptional
meal out than spend less and prepare an exceptional meal at ome. (-)

18. I would rather do a paper on my own than take a test.

19. I would rath r share in the decision-making process of p than
take total res i 'ty for directing the group's activities. (-)

(-1-)

20. I would rather try to make pew and interesting meals than make more
familiar meals that frequently turn out well. (+)

21. I would rather do something I enjoy than do something that I think is
worthwhile but not much fun. (-)

22. I would rather try to get two or three things done quickly spend
all my time NOrking on one project. (-)

23. If I am ill and must stay home, I use the time to relax and recuperate
rather than try to read or work. (-)

24. If I were rooming with a number of girls and we decided to have a
party, I would rather organize the party myself than have one of the
others or anize it. (+)

25. I wou ather cook for a couple of gouirnet eaters than fo.r a couple
,. who simply have huge appetites. (+)
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Appendix A (Cont'd)

26. I would rather `that our women's group be allowed to help organize
city projects thanbe allowed to work on the projects after they have
been organized. (4-)

C
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Easy Anagrams .

TMOM,EN 3. EVOTLR 4. ODELM
o"'

WIHTNI 7. TEFFEC 8. WADNET
.=.

POORG 11. EOUHS. 12./ OLIECP

AllrIENDIX B .

Anagrams

1. MNEGAA 2.

5. SRKTIE 6.
4,0.

9. BOLWE 10.

.*,
13. LEUPZZ 14.

17. LRAOB 18.

21. RHOU 22.

25. LASCS

Difficult Anagrams

1. SEALGT

5. IUMSC.

9. AEUVL

13. GSRUA

17. MORBEP

21. EMAGLE

25. CELOUP

r

CHOLSO 15. IITDG 16 GENTAM

BUNMER 19. IUMSC 20 LMIDDE
, .

ETIM 23. DRWO Z RACD

s

2. SRKTIE

6., SPEUA

10. ONEASS

14. PPOERC

18. OCBNA

22. EGUYD

,. '3. OOLRUC . BNOLE
.,

7. PAM-LEX 1- '8. GENTAM
1

i

11. GNPOSU .. 12. GGAWILt,
I

15. PIMCAT 4 16. LDROI 1

19. VLIDTE 20. WITHNI 1,

23. TLE TRE 24. HIITGUN
k
f



APPENDIX C

Post Experimental Questionnaire

Please answer the following questions by circling the number 'bet best
represents your feeling. Take your time and answer -each question care-
fully. Please make sure you answer all of the questions.

(1) Year ipf study (2) Major k

(3) Sex: Male Female (4) Age

(5) How many anagrams did you 'solve"'
.1.4

(6) How much ability do you think you have at this sort of task?
1: 2 3 4 5 6 7..none average , very much

How hard did you try to' succeed at this task?
1. 2 3- 4 5 6 7

noyt all . moderately very hard
(8) How hard did You think this task was

1 2 3 4 5 "6 7
very hard . moderately not at all

(9) Try to evaluate how lucky you were in your solving.,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at' all ... normal very lucky
(10) To what extent do, you think the music affected your performance?

-1 : -2 -3 0 . +1 +2 +3

(7)

hindered no effect facilitated
(11) How would you personally eyaluate your performance at this task?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
failure average successful

(12 How satisfied are you with your perforriaance 7
I'. . 2 '3 -4 '5 6 7

not at all moderately very satisfied
(13) How would you expect to do of a similar task in the future?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very bad fair xellTwell'

-------
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